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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 July 2004 . 
2s)M This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) H Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121 (d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last Office 
action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 3/26/2004, and re-filed due to office error on 7/29/2004, have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. With regards to claims 1-20, rejected under 35 
U.S.C 102(e) as being anticipated and 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable, Applicant has 
argued repeatedly that U.S. Patent 6,122,639 to Babu et al. does not teach everything that is 
stated in the rejections. With regards to claim 1, Applicant states that Babu does not appear to 
disclose determining the type of a device through any defined method, but rather merely 
discloses obtaining a device type identifier from the device. Applicant is directed to Fig. 3, 
which illustrates a flow diagram that may more clearly show what the applicant may believe is 
missing. The claim includes retrieving device information from a device associated with said 
I/O path utilizing a device control protocol (Fig. 3, element 302), retrieving a property file 
defining a type of device (Fig. 3, element 310), and executing code associated with said property 
file, wherein said code is operable to determine whether said device is said type of device 
utilizing in part said retrieved device information (Fig. 3, element 314). While applicant has 
asserted that the device type is known when the information that defines the device is retrieved, 
this flow chart shows that the execution of code, such as the ID matching of step 3 14, is used to 
verify the device is a known type to the device executing the query. To clarify, in an abstract 
sense, the device type is already known, as the device has returned an ID that defines it, but the 
type is still not "known" to the querying device. By analogy, a bar code may identify a product 
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in a store, but it's identity is not revealed until the device is run through a scanner that matches 
that barcode to the actual item and its associated qualities, such as price. 

3. All other arguments are based on the same objection that Babu does not teach all of the 
limitations of the independent claim. Applicant is invited to call the examiner if this does clarify 
the arguments to the teachings of the Babu reference. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claim 1 and 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
6,122,639 to Babu et al. With regards to claim 1, Babu et al. teaches retrieving device 
information from a device associated with said I/O path utilizing a device control protocol (Fig. 
3, element 302, or column 2, lines 64-65), retrieving a property file defining a type of device, and 
executing code associated with said property file (Fig. 3, element 310), wherein said code is 
operable to determine whether said device is said type of device utilizing in part said retrieved 
device information (Fig. 3, element 314, or column 2, line 65, through column 3, line 10). 

6. With regards to claim 5, Babu et al. teaches SNMP devices are well known in the art, and 
teaches the step of retrieving an SNMP system object identifier (Fig. 3, element 302, or column 
3, lines 45-47). 
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7. With regards to claim 6, Babu et al. teaches querying the device to determine whether 
said device is said type of device (Fig. 3, element 314, or column 2, line 65, through column 3, 
line 10, and column 3, lines 45-47). 

8. With regards to claim 7, Babu et al. teaches at least one processor for executing code 
(Fig. 5), means for defining a type of device (column 1, lines 46-55), means for obtaining device 
information associated with an I/O path (column 2, lines 64-65), and determining weather said 
device associated with said I/O path is said type of device utilizing in part said device 
information obtained by said means for obtaining and information obtained from said means for 
defining (column 2, line 65, through column 3, line 10). 

9. With regards to claim 8, Babu et al teaches assigning a unique identifier for the device 
(column 1, lines 46-55). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 2-3, 9-15, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 6,122,639 to Babu et al. 

12. With regards to claim 2, Babu teaches defining a type of device (column 1, lines 46-55). 
Instantiating an object of a class defining a type of device, and wherein said step of executing 
code includes calling a method of said instantiated class, would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, as object oriented programming was well known 
in the art. 

13. With regards to claim 3, Babu et al. teaches creating a unique identifier for the device 
(column 1 , lines 46-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention that call a second method of said instantiated class to create a unique identifier for 
the device as object oriented programming was well known in the art. 

14. With regards to claim 9, Babu et al. at least one processor for executing code (Fig. 5, 
element 504); a plurality of data structures (Fig. 2, element 40), wherein each of said data 
structure respectively defines a type of device (Fig. 2, element 44); code for removing a class 
identifier from each of said data structures (column 8, lines 7-24, and column 2, line 65, through 
column 3, line 10), wherein said class identifier identifies a respective class; and determining 
whether a device associated with said I/O path is the type of device defined by said data structure 
associated with said respective instantiated object of said method (column 2, line 65, through 
column 3, line 10). Code for instantiating an object of said respective class of each class 
identifier and code for calling a method of each instantiated object would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, as object oriented programming was well 
known in the art. 

15. With regards to claim 10, code for creating an array of handles to said instantiated objects 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, as object 
oriented programming was well known in the art. 
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16. With regards to claim 11, code for removing a handle from said array of handles would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, as object oriented 
programming was well known in the art. 

17. With regards to claim 12, Babu teaches each object instance is operable to communicate 
with a host agent to obtain information utilized to determine whether said device is the type of 
device associated with the respective data structure (column 2, line 65, through column 3, line 
54). 

1 8. With regards to claim 13, API interfaces were well known in the art at the time of 
invention as an application to facilitate a device interface. 

1 9. With regards to claim 14, Babu teaches retrieving a plurality of property files from a 
predefined subdirectory, wherein each property file of said plurality of property files describes a 
type of device (Fig. 3, elements 302-314, column 2, line 64, through column 3, line 10, and 
column 3, lines 45-47). Babu teaches determining whether a device associated with said I/O 
path is the type of device described by the property file associated with said object method 
(column 2, line 64, through column 3, line 10). Removing a class identifier from each property 
file of said property files, wherein each class identifier identifies a class; creating object of the 
respective class of each class identifier; and calling a method of each created object would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, as object oriented 
programming was well known in the art. 

20. With regards to claim 15, Babu teaches adding a new storage device to said storage area 
network (column 1, lines 44-55), wherein said new storage device is caused to be associated with 
said I/O path, and wherein said new storage device is a new type of device to said storage area 
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network, and storing a new property file in said predefined subdirectory describing said new type 
of device (column 2, line 64, through column 3, lines 67). The restarting code of a management 
server to thereby cause repetition of steps utilizing said new property file, is inherent to the 
continued running of the process to track and update device information (column 4, lines 51-64). 

21. With regards to claim 17, Babu teaches a default property file of said plurality of property 
files identifies a simple network management protocol (SNMP) class, wherein said default 
SNMP class defines a method to identify devices by a comparing a SNMP system object 
identifier to at least one field in said default property file (Fig. 5, column 8, lines 7-24, and 
column 2, line 65, through column 3, line 54). 

22. Claims 4, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent 6,122,639 to Babu et al. in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 
2002/0161852 to Allen et al 

23. With regards to claim 4, Babu fails to explicitly teach the use of SCSI identifiers. Allen 
teaches that SCSI devices are well known in the art, and the step of retrieving including 
obtaining a vendor identifier and a product identifier of said device from a host agent (page 4, 
paragraph 30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the SCSI identifiers of Allen with the Device defining of Babu in order to 
accommodate new device types according to an agreed upon protocol. 

24. With regards to claim 16, Babu fails to explicitly teach the use of SCSI identifiers. Allen 
teaches that SCSI devices are well known in the art, and a default property file of said plurality 
of property files identifies a default small computer system interface (SCSI) class, wherein said 
default SCSI class defines a method to identify devices by comparing SCSI vendor identifier and 
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product identifier information to at least one field in said default property file (page 4, paragraph 
30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the SCSI identifiers of Allen with the Device defining of Babu in order to accommodate 
new device types according to an agreed upon protocol. 

25. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
6,122,639 to Babu et al. in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 
2002/0161852 to Allen et al. 

26. With regards to claim 18, the AAPA teaches a storage area network (SAN) comprising: a 
plurality of servers, wherein said servers are communicatively coupled to a fabric of said SAN 
(page 2, lines 12-24); Babu teaches host agent processes, wherein each of said host agent 
processes executes on a respective server of said plurality of servers, and wherein said host agent 
processes are operable to query devices associated with host logical unit numbers I/O paths of 
said SAN to gather device information (column 2, line 65, through column 3, line 54), a 
management server, wherein said management server employs a simple network management 
protocol (SNMP) manager process to query devices associated with SNMP I/O paths of said 
SAN to gather device information (column 3, lines 46-54), a plurality of property files stored in a 
predefined directory, wherein each property file of said plurality of property files describes a 
type of device, and wherein each property file of said plurality of property files includes an 
identifier of code operable to determine whether a device associated with an I/O path is the type 
of device described by its associated property file (column 2, line 65, through column 3, line 10), 
and, a management server process, wherein said management server process is operable to 
receive gathered device information from said plurality of host agent processes and from said 
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SNMP manager process; and wherein said management server process is operable to call code 
identified by property files with gathered device information as arguments to thereby identify 
types of devices associated with I/O paths of said SAN (column 3, lines 46-67). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the plurality 
of servers of the AAPA with the device detection of Babu et al. in order for a network to be able 
to easily accommodate new device types in a network in which a change has occurred 

27. Claims 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent 6,122,639 to Babu et al. and the applicant admitted prior art (AAPA) in further view of 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0161852 to Allen et al. 

28. With regards to claim 19, Babu teaches creating an array of identifiers including each 
said identifier from each property file (Fig. 5, column 8, lines 7-24, and column 2, line 65, 
through column 3, line 54). Allen teaches a plurality of small computer system interface (SCSI) 
device discovery objects utilizing identifiers from said array that identify SCSI device classes 
(page 4, paragraph 30), and Babu teaches a plurality of SNMP device discovery objects utilizing 
identifiers from said array that identify SNMP device classes. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the SCSI identifiers of Allen with 
the Device defining of Babu in order to accommodate new device types according to an agreed 
upon protocol. Code instantiating objects from an array of identifiers would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, as object oriented programming was 
well known in the art. 

29. With regards to claim 20, Babu fails to explicitly teach the use of SCSI identifiers. Allen 
teaches SCSI device discovery object for each host logical unit numbers I/O path (page 4, 
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paragraph 30); and Babu teaches SNMP device discovery object for each SNMP I/O path 
(column 3, lines 46-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to combine the SCSI identifiers of Allen with the Device defining of Babu in order 
to accommodate new device types according to an agreed upon protocol. Code calling a method 
of each instantiated object would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention, as object oriented programming was well known in the art. 

Conclusion 

30. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua D Schneider whose telephone number is (703) 305-7991. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A Gaffin can be reached on (703) 308-3301. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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